subject to various criticisms. One often--cited problem with fMRI is that the images are too dazzling, that is, that they cloud readers' judgment and mask the technology's limitations. As early as the 1990's neuroimaging has been described with the word "seductive" (Sarter, Berntson & Cacioppo, 1996, p. 13; Ratcliff, 1998, p. 129 ; see also Brammer, 2003, p. 373; Check, 2005, p. 254; Gerard & Peterson, 2003, p. 13; Gordon, 2001, p. 104; Marks, 2010, p. 4; Merckelbach, Devilly, & Rassin, 2002, p. 492; Illes, De Vries, Cho, & Schraedly--Desmond, 2006, p. W27) . William Uttal (2011) , a vocal critic of functional neuroimaging research in psychology, asserts "Their charm, their novelty, and their pictorial splendor tend to overwhelm critical consideration…" (p. 21). Whereas Roskies (2010) cautiously observes "Neuroimages are epistemically compelling: They invite us to believe" (p. 195), more pointed references to this problem come from Bloom (2006) who writes of "fMRI's seductive but deceptive grasp on our attentions" (para. 6) and Crawford (2008) who refers to neuroimaging as "that fast--acting solvent of critical faculties" (p. 65). According to Poole (2012) lobe. The conclusion of the study, which subjects were to evaluate, was that TV watching could improve math skills. Subjects did so after reading a description of the study and results accompanied by either a bar chart or a brain image.
McCabe and Castel describe the illustrations used in these two conditions as "informationally equivalent," but this was not strictly true. Figure 1 shows the sample stimuli that they included in their article, used to illustrate the hypothetical research on TV and math. The bar chart shows total temporal lobe activation, whereas the 3--D rendering of the brain shows specific regions of activation in the temporal lobe including both the shape and location of the activated areas within the temporal lobe. Given that the scientific argument in the accompanying text was based on the similarity of brain activation across the two conditions, the similarly shaped and located splotches of activation in the brain images do in fact provide more information than the equivalent total temporal lobe activation in the bar chart.
The authors also compared fMRI brain images to a different kind of data representation, a topographic map of the kind used to represent scalp distributions of electric potential in EEG and ERP research. The latter was a circular map of the head, with 21 electrode sites, and color--coded gradations of interpolated activity.
Although such representations include somewhat more specific information about the shape and location of brain activity than bar charts of lobe--wide activity, the nature of the signals they depict (scalp recordings from widely spaced electrodes) 5 includes much less specificity than fMRI. For purposes of evaluating the persuasiveness of conclusions that rest on evidence of common anatomical substrates, this difference is relevant. Thus, like the bar charts, the maps are not informationally equivalent to fMRI. In other words, subjects should find them more persuasive, because of the information they convey, not their seductive allure.
The other study that is sometimes cited in connection with the seductive allure of imaging did not actually study the effect of brain images. Weisberg, Keil, Goodstein, Rawson, and Gray (2008) Effects of rated image complexity, realism, 3--dimensionality and familiarity were examined, and only 3--dimensionality was observed to have a significant effect (uncorrected for multiple comparisons).
Other recent studies have failed to replicate the effect of functional brain images on judgments of research. Gruber and Dickerson (2012) also failed to find evidence that brain images enhance readers' evaluation of research in three experiments comprising a total of 988 subjects. Given the paucity of published support for the seductive allure hypothesis, the weaknesses in that support, and the recent null results, it is remarkable that the hypothesis has persisted. Why might this be? There are many possible answers, not mutually exclusive.
First, the idea of seductive allure lends support to the widely held concern that the behavioral sciences are being deprived of funding in favor of brain imaging research (Bloom, 2006; Fodor, 1999; Miller, 2010; Weisberg, 2008) . Although we agree that behavioral science research is underfunded, the seductive allure of brain imaging is not likely to be the reason. In addition, given the visual appeal of images and their high--tech origins, the idea that they are inordinately persuasive is 
